Introduction
Amid the tumult of the ongoing EU referendum campaign in the United Kingdom, the 
Background
When the Conservative Government under David Cameron decided to adopt the UK rules on the franchise in nationwide general elections for the forthcoming EU referendum, II it was following in the footsteps of the Labour Government under Harold
Wilson that had done the same in the 1975 referendum on continuing EEC membership. 
The Shindler case
The claimants, Shindler and MacLennan, had not been registered to vote in British elections for more than 15 years. They brought a judicial review of the European Union Referendum Act 2015 on the grounds that its provisions restricted their directly effective EU law rights of freedom of movement in a manner that was not objectively justifiable.
They submitted that their exclusion from the EU referendum franchise, on the basis that they had exercised their EU free movement rights for too long, fell within the scope of and was incompatible with EU law because it disadvantaged them for having exercised their rights in EU law; and further it discouraged them from continuing to exercise their free E -V movement rights, since they would be required to return home to the UK in order to be able to vote in the EU referendum. The justification for the restriction was based on several factors: first, the presumption that non-resident citizens were less directly or less continually concerned with their country's day-to-day problems and had less knowledge of them; second, the fact that non-resident citizens had less influence on the selection of candidates or on the formulation of their electoral programmes; third, the close connection between the right to vote in parliamentary elections and the fact of being directly affected by the acts of the political bodies so elected; and fourth, the legitimate concern the legislature might have to limit the influence of citizens living abroad in elections on issues which, while admittedly fundamental, primarily affect persons living in the country.
The Divisional Court accepted that recent statements on behalf of the British Government which described the 15-year rule as arbitrary and which showed that it was committed to repealing it in its application to the parliamentary franchise. In fact, the E -VI and therefore there was no consideration of an Article 267 TFEU reference: it therefore ruled in favour of the British Government, recognizing that Parliament was entitled to conclude that applying the 15-year rule to the EU referendum was justified as a measure in support of a legitimate aim, namely requiring a relevant connection to the UK as a qualification for the franchise.
Clear implications of legitimate discriminatory disenfranchisement
The implications of this legitimate discriminatory disenfranchisement, however, were not far from the minds of the judges on the bench of the Divisional Court, when they One might point to opposition within the Eurosceptic ranks of the Conservative Party itself to do so and/or the potential negative reaction in the right-wing Tory press that could be used by opposing forces to undermine the message of "sceptical Bremain," promoted by the Cameron Government. Perhaps the voting force of 1.8 million British citizens in the EU and the 2.7 million EU citizens in the UK XIX that could eventually carry the day to remain, was too much to bear for an intensely insular electorate?
And if the Conservative Party is actually wedded to the idea of the probable one 
